The paper discusses the geographical distribution of the monophthongisation of (1) 
Preliminaries
The present writer's recent article (Wełna 2004 ) on a similar topic which discussed the question of long vowel raising in loanwords like OF frère > frīre (> friar) or in native words like OE (A) brēr > brier (> MoE briar) contained a conclusion that in certain environments, especially before the liquid [r] , the process was initiated as early as the end of the 13 th century and its effects were visible in the following century, thus a long time before the late 15 th century, a period generally believed to have generated the basic impulse of the long vowel raising and diphthongisation, labelled as the Great Vowel Shift. Recently a hypothesis has been launched that the two Early Middle English long low vowel raisings, [ae: > ɛ:], as in OE sāē 'sea', and [ɑ: > ɔ:], as in OE stān 'stone', can also be considered harbingers of the Great Vowel Shift (Lutz 2004) . In what * This is a revised version of the paper delivered at 44 th International Congress on Medieval Studies. Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, May 7-10, 2009. J. Wełna 4 follows attention is focussed on a completely different set of changes which increased the number of input forms to the 15 th century diphthongisation of long vowels.
In Middle English, the raising of the long front close vowel [e:] to [i:] operated in the two main contexts: (a) before <Z> representing the palatalised voiced velar fricative which later became the semivowel [j] , as in e.g. dēZen 'die', ēZe 'eye', flēZe 'fly', lēZe 'lie ', tēZe 'tie' v., etc. and (b) before <h> representing the palatalised voiceless fricative [ç] , as in e.g. hēh 'high', nēh 'nigh', þēh 'thigh', and also shēh 'shy', slēh 'sly', slēhþ 'sleight', the last three poorly evidenced in the Middle English texts.
A parallel process affected the long close back vowel [o:] which, when followed by the velar fricative [x] , was raised to [u:] 
Traditional grammars on ē-and ō-diphthongisation/raising before <h>
In his account of the change, Jordan ([1925] 1974: 120) postulates that some time in Middle English "there developed a glide sound /i/ after /e:/, so that /e:i/ > /ei/ originated; heih, heigh /heiç/ 'high', neigh 'nigh' ... sleigh 'sly'…". The diphthongal forms, first recorded, according to him, in the Ancrene Riwle, were rare in other 13 th century texts. "This ei only later, probably in the second half of the 14 th cent., was simplified to ī, so that now hīgh, nīgh, slīgh arose." According to Jordan's (1974: 132) quasi-sociolinguistic hypothesis, the monophthongised forms "first arose in vulgar language, while ouh, eih were the conservative more aristocratic pronunciations." Simultaneously, forms like heegh 'high' found north of the Humber seem to show that the monophthong [e:] remained unchanged in that region (Brunner 1963: 23) . Later on, Brunner hypothesises that in the continuations of words like heigh 'high' or theigh 'thigh' "the sound ī ... could also have come from inflected forms which had voiced [Z] instead of final voiceless [x'] before an ending beginning with a vowel...". But from Jordan's (1974: 132) account it follows that the evolution of the vowel in the sequence <ōh> was parallel to that in <ēh>, the former sequence yielding /oux/ which monophthongised as /u:x/ in the 14 th century in (Luick 1940: 422-424 
where the spelling <gh> is a reflection of the palatalised or non-palatalised velar. Simultaneously, the development of the inflected forms creates the following pattern:
As regards changes under (2a, b), Jordan believed in the reality of such developments (diphthongisation followed by monophthongisation to [i:] and [u:] respectively), whereas Luick (1940: 430-431) claimed that the two long vowels in (2a, b) were the result of an analogical transfer from the respective inflected forms under (3a, b) (cf. Wełna 1988) . According to Luick, the change occurred in words like eye and bowes (pl. of bough), i.e. where the vowels stood originally before the fricative [ɣ] , earlier than before the fricative [x] , which seems to be proved by the surviving spellings containing the cluster <gh>. Curiously, the rise of the diphthongs [ei] and [ou] in the sets above is termed "breaking" by Jones (1989) who sees analogy with the respective process operating in Old English.
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The consequence of Luick's assumption of the lowering of the original short close vowels was his hypothesis that the monophthongisation [eiç > i:ç] and [oux > u:x] never occurred because the first element was lowered and thus the diphthong would have shared its development with that of the diphthong [ei] Because the evidence of the change offered in classic historical grammars is scant, an attempt will be made here to supply a larger body of data. Consequently, the present study is based on a selection of 49 poetic texts from the Chadwyck-Healey on-line corpus of Middle English poetry, with the following distribution: North 15, East Midland 17, West Midland 9, Southwest 7 and Kent 1. Poetry seems to be more useful than prose as it can offer evidence of rhymes which may help identify pronunciations sometimes difficult to recover because of the guise of very often ambiguous spellings. Perhaps the evidence presented in the ensuing sections will make it possible to formulate at least a partial explanation of how, where and when the raising of Examples also include grammatical variants of the above, such as plurals, comparatives and superlatives, as well as segments of nominal compounds, while verbal forms are disregarded. Words in that set will be presented in the context of localised manuscripts. Wherever possible, time references reflect the date of the manuscripts rather than the date of the text composition. Because the Middle English period witnessed the rise of the form ner(e) 'near', etc., the symbol NER reflects the statistics of such forms, which very frequently coincide in the same texts with forms of the old adjective nigh. Since, regretfully, the editors of Chadwyck-Healey on-line texts employ the grapheme <y> for <Z> (yogh), as e.g. in inoyhe 'enough', for inoZhe or boyhess for boZhess 'boughs' (Ormulum), such forms are interpreted in the statistics as containing the grapheme yogh.
North
The time range of the 15 texts from the North is around two hundred years, from c1275 to c1475. Almost all of them come from Yorkshire, the exceptions being the Cursor Mundi (Northumberland) and the Avowing of Arthur (Cumberland). The distribution of the relevant spellings is shown in As regards the monophthongised I(E)H forms they seem to represent a substantial part of all forms as they are present in several texts, frequently matching in number the non-diphthongised forms. In this respect the North differs from other dialects which, as will be seen, exhibit a substantial number of intermediate, diphthongal spellings. Likewise, the monophthongised forms with <igh> are sometimes matched by the conservative EH spellings in rhymes. Let us consider several instances from the Surtees Psalter, Thomas Castelford's Chronicle and the Cursor Mundi: 7) (a) 175 And for þat, torne vpe in heghte.
176 Lauerd demes folke righte. Because all texts, except the Cursor Mundi (Northumberland) and the Avowing of Arthur (Cumberland) come from Yorkshire, the large number of the diphthongised forms in the Cursor Mundi may reflect the specific character of the language of the region.
Due to the scarcity of data, very little can be said about changes of words representing the OH type. The survival of the OH type is evident as there are only four instances of the diphthongised forms. Worth mentioning is that three words with u-spellings reflect the process of monophthongisation. These are bugh (11721) and slught 'slough' (745; with excrescent <t>) in the Cursor Mundi, and enough in the Avowing of Arthur, again, curiously, non-Yorkshire texts.
East Midland
The dating of the manuscripts representative of the East Midland ranges from c1175 to c1460, the period covered embracing almost three hundred years. Geographically, there is much variation as these texts come from various areas of the region. Of the 16 texts in total, 5 come from Lincolnshire, 4 from London, 3 from Essex/Middlesex, 2 from Norfolk and 2 from Suffolk. The East Midland shows the distribution of forms as shown in The most conservative text, Genesis & Exodus, completely lacks modified forms, exhibiting the EH and OH forms (but also 2 UH forms). The chronologically earliest manuscript of the Ormulum is more innovative as it not only preserves monophthongal EH forms but also develops a substantial number of EIH forms, the ratio being 2 (EH) : 1 (EIH). Other texts from Lincolnshire contain mostly conservative EH monophthongs but, unlike the situation in the North, diphthongised EY forms are in consistent use in the East Midland from around 1300 onwards. 
West Midland
The texts from the West Midland (10 in total) range in time from the early 13 th century to the mid-15 th century, a span of around 250 years. They come from 5 counties, i.e. Lancashire (5), Staffordshire (3), Cheshire (1) and Herefordshire (1). The distribution of forms is shown in 
Conclusions
The evidence of spellings from poetic texts representing all dialects allows one to formulate the following generalisations:
1) EY
North of the Humber the diphthongised forms EIH or EY are only found in the Cursor Mundi (Northumberland, c1340), being almost absent in poetic texts from Yorkshire. But EIH forms are registered very early in Lincolnshire (Ormulum, c1175, East Midland) . Only at the turn of the 13 th century (Havelok) and before mid-14 th century (Arthur and Merlin, Robert Mannyng) the EY forms become frequent. After 1350, the EH forms become extremely rare in the West Midland, except in The Destruction of Troy (c1400, sLancashire), a poem which shows a large variety of all possible forms, with the prevalence of those containing the old monophthong. In the Southwest, the conservative forms prevail only in the early texts (Layamon, c1200, Worcestershire), but EY forms replace them from c1300 onwards (Robert of Gloucester, Sir Ferumbras). The only Kentish text examined, William of Shoreham (c1315) exhibits EY throughout.
2) EIH EY > IH
The monophthong in the North is rather rare, although the Cursor Mundi contains 13 tokens exhibiting monophthongisation. In the East Midland, the first more numerous instances of the monophthong [i:] are found in Robert Mannyng's Handlyng Synne (1338, Lincolnshire, 45 IH forms) . Curiously, the data in Mannyng's Story of England are drastically different (117 instances of EIH EY). Monophthongisation is regular in Chaucer and to a large extent in Gower, Hoccleve and Lydgate.
3) OH > OUH
The evidence of the diphthongisation OH > OUH is rather meagre. Forms unambiguously confirming the existence of the diphthong [ou] in the North are lacking. More numerous examples are found in the works of poets from London (East Midland), especially Gower, as well as Chaucer, Hoccleve and Lydgate. In the West Midland their number is high in Piers the Plowman (Versions A and B, of 1367 and 1377 respectively). The Southwest exhibits larger numbers of such forms after 1320 (Robert of Gloucester and Sir Ferumbras).
4) OUH OW > UH
The evidence of this change in dialects is even less than meagre, considering the ambiguous spelling <ou> which could represent a diphthong or a monophthong. Transparent UH spellings are rare in the North and the East Midland. The only text featuring more than mere isolated cases of such spellings is Sir Amadace from the West Midland (c1420, Lancashire, 9 tokens). No such forms have been identified in the Southern texts.
